Why Kshama Sawant and Other Leading Members 
are Resigning from their SA Positions 


May 12th, 2024 
Comrades, 


We are writing to express our very serious concerns about the direction of our national organization. We 
believe that our section is in a crisis situation, which began within our national leadership. 


We are in a period of major change both objectively and in terms of our organization. We are in a new 
and challenging period, where our priorities need to be reassessed, and the demands on us all are 
extremely high. In our national organization, this coincides with a necessary change in the focus of our 
work as we move away from the decade of work that we built around our Socialist City Council office in 
Seattle. 


The crisis in our national organization comes on top of the crisis in International Socialist Alternative 
(ISA), which has had many damaging effects, including affecting the U.S. section’s ability to deal with 
pressing issues. The international crisis is rooted in the new period and the tasks of the revolutionary 
party, and challenges of addressing major changes in both the objective conditions and the subjective 
questions facing us. We believe these are also factors in the crisis in our section. 


We did not arrive lightly at the decision to resign from our positions, or to send this letter to the 
membership of our national organization. But very serious political differences have developed between 
us and the majority of the National Executive Committee (from here forward, “EC Majority”). 


The EC Majority has so far refused to engage with these differences in an honest and open way; 
we are still waiting for a written response to a letter that Kshama Sawant and Calvin Priest, both 
of whom are EC members, and EC Minority members more recently, sent to the NC on February 
23rd. One of the conveners of the EC said that they don’t want that letter to go to the wider 
membership at all, ever. This is why we are sending this letter directly to the membership. 
Unfortunately, this letter will reach an incomplete list, and we believe all SA members should 
have a right to read this letter, and request that it be forwarded to all branch members. 


We fear that unless the membership is allowed to know about this debate and participate in it, the 
organization will face extremely damaging losses, some of which are already happening, including a 
number of longstanding and dedicated leading members stepping back from political activity altogether 
due to the EC Majority's refusal to address their concerns. In the medium and long term, we believe 
these mistakes will do great damage to our party and cut it off from the best layers of workers and 
young people who are seeking to draw correct conclusions out of the historic developments taking 
place in the antiwar and labor movements. 


Far from acknowledging any mistakes made, or seeking to find common ground, the EC Majority 
pushed through a rushed and contested vote on a new Priorities document at the May 5th National 
Committee (NC) Zoom meeting, which significantly deprioritizes the building of Workers Strike Back, 
contradicting the decisions agreed upon by our October 2023 National Convention. This Priorities 
document did incorporate a number of important political amendments from our minority, but it rejected 
our amendments regarding WSB and On Strike. The vote was carried out despite our strongest 
objections, despite the fact that this new document was sent only a few days before the NC meeting, 
and that it is also in contradiction to Convention decisions about the building of Workers Strike Back. 
Rather than working to develop the important initiative of Workers Strike Back, EC Majority members 
have essentially disparaged the idea that it can or should be built at all. 


An additional proposal included cutting the On Strike broadcast in half from a weekly broadcast to every 
other week. This was postponed, but is expected to be voted on at the upcoming NC, which could be 
as soon as next week. Up until now, On Strike had never been discussed on the EC or the NC, yet the 
EC Majority is pushing to cut it in half which will make it less topical, less timely and will inevitably 
undermine its ability to grow its viewership. 


These hasty decisions have been presented as necessary due to a lack of resources in the organization. 
This is despite no figures on resources having been presented to the NC. The claim about resource 
shortage is also disingenuous given the fact that Kshama, an EC member, has not been given any 
significant leadership role — outside of the broadcast work which she was already doing while a 
Councilmember — since the Council office ended, despite her asking the EC Conveners for a role 
repeatedly for over six months. (The EC's recent performative attempt to add Kshama as the nominal 
convener of the UAW team of the Labor Commission was immediately belied by the unelected, 
EC-Majority-appointed conveners of the Labor Commission taking over the team without so much as a 
text message to Kshama beforehand). Within the past week, the urgency to intervene in the Gaza 
protests and to discuss the international crisis in ISA was presented as conflicting with building WSB 
and On Strike. We think these are false choices. Both WSB and On Strike are valuable tools to 
strengthen our interventions in the antiwar protests, and authors of this letter are among the many 
comrades who have already successfully used them in this way. 


This letter is also necessitated by the fact that while the EC Majority has resisted sharing our concerns 
with the membership of Socialist Alternative, they themselves and other leading members who agree 
with them are already engaging in charged informal discussions with BC members across the country. 
We think this is factional and thoroughly undemocratic. 


The political differences with and mistakes by the EC Majority include: 


1) Differences over the dual task, mass work, and the character of the period, including a 
frequently pessimistic assessment by the EC Majority of consciousness, perspectives for 
struggle, and prospects for building the revolutionary party and Workers Strike Back. This was 
reflected concretely in the recent NC vote to deprioritize WSB and labor work in a year of 


historic developments in the class struggle, and instead take an approach to youth work that 
emphasizes an abstract “more revolutionary presentation,” with the International Marxist 
Tendency (IMT) being repeatedly cited as an example. The EC Majority has missed the mark 
on perspectives for the war on Gaza and the antiwar movement, and have underestimated the 
significance of the “uncommitted” votes. Among other mistakes, the EC Majority members' 
perspective was that the war on Gaza and the protests would be short-lived. 

Very serious mistakes being made in the labor work, including at KCVG, where a 
shortsighted, reactive approach has put us in a weak position as the campaign is being 
transitioned over to the Teamsters. Members of the EC Majority have also failed over many 
years to provide political support for the three major elected labor union positions we have 
held in recent years, to use the positions to build a Marxist profile in the unions and win over a 
layer of politically advanced rank and file. Instead, the positions were mostly ignored by the EC 
members in charge, the individual comrades with the elected positions were blamed for political 
weaknesses in the work, and all have been told not to run for re-election. 

An emerging pattern of imbalances and lack of clarity on the Presidential election terrain 
and lesser evilism. On the one hand, members of the EC Majority have really underestimated 
the importance of the “uncommitted” vote in the Presidential primaries, and how the backlash it 
represents can pose a challenge to Biden and the Democrats in November. On the other hand, 
they have also been resistant for the last several months to talking about voting for Jill Stein or 
Cornel West as Left, antiwar candidates in November, as a necessary step towards building a 
new party for the working class. Instead, they have mainly been emphasizing a new party 
abstractly. They failed to mention either Stein, West, or even "independent left vote" in their 
Priorities document draft, despite laying out their proposed approach to the election twice in the 
document. EC Minority comrades added it in both places in the document, and Majority 
comrades accepted it, but we think this was not an accidental omission based on the recent 
discussions in leadership bodies. 

An unacceptable refusal to follow through on building Workers Strike Back, since its launch, 
in a period of historic openings in the labor movement. We completely reject the approach of 
limiting Workers Strike back to being no more than a front group with no independent life or to 
using it only when intervening as SA is a barrier. This was the approach articulated by several 
comrades at the recent NC meeting, and it is how comrades have been encouraged to use WSB 
in most areas. Although the main nationally coordinated WSB activity thus far, the KCVG 
Weeks of Action, have been very successful at fundraising for KCVG and injected new life 
into branch tabling activities, they were overwhelmingly not used to build WSB itself, for 
instance by building for regular public meetings or emphasizing WSB membership except 
in a few cities. SA made a public commitment to working people when we launched it to make 
a real effort to build a broad, active national working-class and youth organization based on 
class struggle methods and politics, and WSB is in fact a legally and financially distinct 
organization. We initiated WSB using the authority and public profile of the work by 
long-standing members of the Seattle leadership — among the co-authors of this letter — led in 
the Seattle City Council office. If the refusal to prioritize building Workers Strike Back 
continues, as voted on in the most recent May 5th NC resolution, the over 4,000 


working-class people who have donated a third of a million dollars to WSB so far will have 
been lied to. We refuse to participate in that. 

5) Unacceptably low pay for SA fulltimers, well below the minimum wage in some areas. On top 
of that, fulltimers are not provided any healthcare, and are retained as temporary employees 
over periods of years (in some cases, over a decade) and forced to pay the employer portion of 
their Social Security. Kailyn, until today a fulltimer and one of the authors of this document, was 
told by a member of the EC Majority that the organization would not pay her the minimum of 
what she needed as a parent of two children living in one of the most expensive cities in the 
country, and outrageously, that her only option for continuing as a fulltimer was to go into 
debt to the party. Many comrades who are asked to come on as fulltimers refuse, in large part, 
because of the low pay and lack of healthcare. 

6) An unhealthy fulltimer culture and increasingly problematic approach to debate, which has 
been noted by a number of comrades, including by multiple authors of this document in four 
separate letters to the NC this year, and which is contributing to resignations from fulltimer work. 

7) Lack of support and leadership being provided to newer fulltimers and branches about how to 
carry out areas of the work, particularly Workers Strike Back and labor work, along with 
conflicting and contradictory messages about priorities. 


The NC has been debating some of these issues over three meetings of the body so far, although the 
EC Majority initially refused to even use the term “debate,” insisting the differences are not significant. 
These NC meetings were organized in response to the urgent concerns that Kshama Sawant and Calvin 
Priest, both EC and International Committee (IC) members, raised in a letter they sent to the NC on 
February 23rd. Emily McArthur, an NC member, and Party Building Team (PBT) fulltimer, also sent a 
letter to the NC at that time raising a number of related concerns. Steve Edwards, another longstanding 
NC member, sent a letter to the EC and NC calling attention to the inactivity of the Labor Commission. 
Since then, Kailyn has sent a letter to the NC about her observations on how the EC Majority 
approached the debate at an EC meeting she was invited to attend, where as she reports, rather than 
deal with the points politically, they repeatedly resorted to hostile personalized comments. The NC 
debates are ongoing, although at a snail's pace. We feel it is not adequate or correct at this point to limit 
the debates to the NC. 


Far too often in our organization, debates are kept from the wider membership for many months or 
sometimes even years. Members in multiple SA branches have complained that the international debate 
and crisis was not shared with them until it was too late for them to play any meaningful role, and we 
cannot go along with this being repeated now. 


At this point, Socialist Alternative members have a right to know that Kshama Sawant, our most 
publicly prominent member, is resigning from her national and international elected positions in 
this organization, as are other leading members and fulltimers, and why we are doing so. Members 
have a right to weigh in now, rather than after the fact, weeks or months later. 


The EC Majority invited a number of observers to the May 5th NC Zoom meeting, but strongly opposed 
Calvin and Kshama’s letter being sent to those observers before the Zoom meeting. There was a fraught 
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debate in the NC Whatsapp thread where the majority of the NC opposed sharing the letter with 
observers. We made it clear we strongly disagreed. Several observers have since told us that the letter 
not being shared with them prior to the NC meeting greatly hampered their ability to follow the debates. 
This is unacceptable. 


We believe holding back crucial debates from the membership is contrary to the needs of both the 
revolutionary party and the wider working class. 


We have already been accused of being irresponsible for raising our disagreements in the elected 
leadership bodies and have been told that this was “destabilizing” to the party at a time when the 
international crisis has already weakened it. We fully expect this charge to be repeated now. But we 
would ask: is it responsible to hide our deep concerns, and for Kshama Sawant and other 
longtime leading members to quietly resign from their elected and fulltime positions without 
allowing the membership a chance to intervene? Is stability achieved through suppressing debate or 
by embracing it openly, as EC Majority members themselves have correctly argued in a recent IMB 
document about the international crisis? We would also register that in our view, the EC and IC 
Majority delayed too long in bringing out their differences in the international debate, despite our 
concerns, allowing the IC Minority time to build their faction and to obscure many of the political 
differences in the process. 


It is very important that we recognize and reject the bad methods employed by the IC Minority in 
their approach to the debate in ISA, especially this avoidance of many core political disagreements. But 
that can’t be done in the abstract. We need our organization to find a better way to have honest and 
clarifying debates and to address the serious political questions facing us as well as the problematic 
leadership methods. Instead, the EC Majority’s response to our political concerns was first a denial that 
any significant political differences even existed, then when this position became untenable, they began 
carrying out sharp personalized attacks. 


The following comrades, who are co-authors of this letter, are now resigning from positions in SA due to 
the belief that the approach being taken by the EC Majority and the serious mistakes being made are 
incompatible with the kind of revolutionary party we are trying to build. We have tried to fight to correct 
these issues but we are no longer willing to be complicit in unprincipled decisions. 


Kshama Sawant, member of the Executive Committee and International Committee, is resigning from 
those elected positions. Kshama, of course, is our former Seattle City Councilmember and led the 
decade-long work of our Marxist Council office. She is the current co-producer and co-host of On 
Strike. 


Calvin Priest, member of the Executive Committee and International Committee, is resigning from those 
elected positions. Additionally, Calvin is resigning as an SA fulltimer, from the Editorial Board, and from 
the KCVG strategy team (aka “Resource Team”) (Calvin was the political director of the 2019 Sawant 
re-election campaign, the Tax Amazon campaign in 2020, and the Kshama Solidarity Campaign in 2021, 
and is the current co-producer of On Strike). 


Kailyn Nicholson, National Committee member, Seattle Executive Committee member, co-convener of 
the National Party Building Team, and lead organizer of the Seattle branches, is resigning from the 
National Party Building Team and as an SA fulltimer. 


Logan Swan, National Committee member, Seattle Executive Committee member, and labor convener in 
Seattle, is resigning from the National Committee. (Logan is a rank-and-file member of Ironworkers Local 
86, and casual longshoreman represented by ILWU Local 19.) 


Emily McArthur, National Committee member, Seattle Executive Committee member, convener of the 
Workers Strike Back strategy team, and former lead SA Grievance Officer, is resigning from the National 
Committee and the National Party Building team, and as an SA fulltimer. 


Adam Ziemkowski, National Committee member, Seattle Executive Committee member, and former 
longtime fulltimer and leading comrade in our socialist Seattle City Council office, is resigning from the 
National Committee. (Adam is a rank-and-file member of the Washington Education Association and was 
the Chief of Staff for most of the duration of the Council office.) 


Steve Edwards, a longtime National Committee member and Chicago City Committee member, with a 
lifetime of fighting for socialist ideas and class struggle methods in the labor movement, is resigning 
from the Labor Commission in part because of the unacknowledged and unaddressed moves towards 
an opportunist approach in relation to the labor bureaucracy which the EC Majority, the Labor 
Commission, and the Editorial Board have begun carrying out with no democratic debates being 
organized. 


Joe Sugrue, National Committee member, Seattle City Committee member, Seattle Executive 
Committee observer, and member of the Labor Commission, is resigning from the Labor Commission. 
(Joe is a rank-and-file member of the Washington Education Association.) 


There is sadly a long and ongoing history of factionalism in the US section, something that has been 
openly acknowledged by members of our international leadership, including one who has been 
attending our recent NC debates. This factionalism has reinforced the elements of regionalism that can 
develop while building a national organization in a country that spans a continent. 


This factionalism has unfortunately redeveloped in the EC over the past period, after briefly abating 
following the U.S. split that took place in 2018. There has been a breakdown in relations in the EC, 
combined with the irresponsible, hostile, and personalized response of EC Majority members to this 
debate. 


Our intent is to bring what we see as the main issues out in front of our membership. We need 
Members’ Bulletins and regional debates in this organization. Several members have been raising the 
need for Members’ bulletins since this debate began in February. These requests were ignored by EC 
Majority members. Members of the EC Majority have belatedly drafted a proposal for bringing these 


debates into the membership, but in a way that would drag this process out over many months, while 
deep cuts are already being made with insufficient debate in key areas of our work. Some leading 
members have already stepped away. Our organization cannot afford to delay grappling with these 
issues. 


The Dual Task, Perspectives, and Character of the Period 


We believe many of the mistakes being made at present relate to differences over perspectives, the 
character of the period, and questions about how to apply the dual task and use mass work to build the 
revolutionary party. 


A common theme in the debate has been about whether there are fewer openings for struggle and 
space to build our organization in the present period than in the 2010s, with the EC Majority 
emphasizing demoralization in society and overall pessimistic perspectives, even comparing this period 
to the 1990s. This is a sharp change from the start of the decade when they had argued for a target of 
10,000 members being recruited in the 2020s, which was seriously over-optimistic. 


We don’t agree with either imbalance. 


In reality, we are at a historic turning point in both labor struggles and social struggle, with major 
openings for our Marxist politics. We need to seize these openings to the best of our ability if we are to 
grow and strengthen our party in this new period. An approach to mass work that is out of step with the 
objective situation, particularly in the labor movement, hurts our ability to build the party our class 
needs. It is also a major objective development that young people have drawn conclusions about the 
crucial importance of working-class power and strike action, something that has again made labor a key 
point of reference to a new generation. 


Most of SA’s significant growth has come not from slow, gradual recruitment, but from breakthroughs. 
SA tripled in size in the two years leading up to November 2015, through our historic 2013 Seattle City 
Council election victory, and our historic victory on Seattle’s $15/hour minimum wage in May 2014. This 
was the most rapid growth in our organization’s history, which set the stage for our Bernie intervention 
in 2016. 


Opportunities for breakthroughs are becoming more frequent in the current period due to 
positive developments in class consciousness and struggle, but will not be realized automatically. 


We've had two opportunities to make big breakthroughs in our public-facing work this last year: KCVG 
and WSB. EC Majority members have had a wholly inadequate approach to both, both in terms of failing 
to commit adequate resources and failing to provide adequate political leadership (explained in more 
detail below). We believe the mistakes made by the EC majority in both of these cases represents a 
flawed approach to the dual task which will prevent our organization from seizing other major 
opportunities in the coming period. 


At the most recent NC meeting, numerous EC Majority members and NC members referenced the 
growth of the IMT as a positive reference point for SA, and an argument in favor of a “more revolutionary 
presentation.” This is illustrative of the EC Majority’s overly-pessimistic perspectives around broader 
consciousness and class struggle, their tendency toward an abstract approach and also frankly, a 
desire for shortcuts which is leading them to look at the wrong models. Certainly there is a layer of 
young people who are drawing far-reaching conclusions from the crises of capitalism and are open to a 
more revolutionary presentation, and we should seek to recruit the best of them. But as Lenin said, 
“Politics begin where the masses are, not where there are thousands, but where there are millions, that 
is where serious politics begin.” And right now, the millions are looking to the labor movement as a key 
path to concretely fight back, as evidenced not only by the dramatic growth in strikes over the past 
couple of years, but also by historically high support for unions, especially among young people. 


We believe that the direction the EC Majority, and now the majority of the NC, is taking with Workers 
Strike back is fundamentally incorrect in this objective context. At a historic turning point in the class 
struggle, again underlined by the ongoing UAW organizing drive, which just won a massive victory In 
Chattanooga, they are undermining the potential to build WSB in favor of turning inward alongside this 
abstract angle of a “more revolutionary presentation.” 


For the coming weeks, while the campus protests continue, intervening in them should, of course, be 
our overarching priority. However, campuses are about to close for the summer. While it cannot yet fill 
this gap, WSB can show student activists a way forward to maintain a desperately needed continuity, 
and point toward the crucial need for working-class power and strike action to end the war. 


It is crucial that we explain that the oppression of the Palestinian people will not be ended on the basis 
of capitalism, and that it will require — as we have said — the fight to win a socialist Palestine and 
socialist Israel, as part of a voluntary socialist Middle East confederation. Which in turn cannot be 
separated from the working class internationally fighting to overthrow capitalism. However, these points 
cannot be made in the abstract, without Marxists providing concrete direction to the antiwar movement. 
This means highlighting the role of organized labor, the need for the labor movement to call for 
actions such as a one-day nationally coordinated strike and walkout in solidarity with the labor 
movement. It also requires Marxists consistently linking the antiwar fightback to the question of 
the Presidential elections, the need to break from Biden and Trump and concretely calling for the 
largest possible vote for Left, antiwar candidates Jill Stein and Cornel West, and calling on the 
labor leadership to rescind Biden endorsements. We are worried at the EC Majority’s increased 
failure to emphasize these points, and instead emphasizing more abstract points. 


We cannot lose sight of the glaring fact that the objective conditions are crying out for an organization 
like WSB. On this and other points, the priorities resolution just voted through by the May 5th National 
Committee points in fundamentally the wrong direction. 


At the in-person National Committee in Minneapolis in February, Kshama made points about how little 
discussion there has been on the EC and the NC about the enormous political lessons from our council 


office work. We believe these lessons — including developing a critical analysis of our approach to the 
labor bureaucrats — are directly relevant to the questions facing our organization at present. 


We are concerned that the EC Majority has an insufficient seriousness about what is needed to carry 
out mass work, has frequently deprioritized it, and has done so with both KCVG and WSB. Our efforts to 
raise these concerns and lessons from the Council Office in the elected leadership bodies have been 
falsely characterized as disrespecting the entire national organization outside of Seattle. This is a very 
depoliticized, unhelpful response to serious political questions. 


As we said, we’re also concerned about the EC Majority’s ongoing mistakes in perspectives. 


They have missed the mark on a number of key areas, including the labor movement, the war on Gaza, 
the “uncommitted” votes, and protest movements. This has led to a series of insufficient orientations to 
major developments, which has been visible in the lack of Members' Bulletins on any of these subjects. 
Perspectives on labor last year, and again this year, by EC Majority comrades were somewhat 
pessimistic, especially in contrast to what happened. 


The language of the first draft version from EC Majority members of last year’s building document said 
labor struggles were “stalled.” The second draft version of the document, several months later after 
several important labor developments, again said labor was “stalled.” This was off by an extremely wide 
margin. These were draft documents, and those mistakes were corrected, but the initial perspectives 
put forward by members of the EC Majority continue to affect how they approach priorities. 


On Gaza, EC Majority members’ perspective was that the war on Gaza would be short. This is evident 
in the first two website articles posted about it. Both these articles included the sentence, “While 
far-right forces within the Israeli government would like to see a far-reaching occupation of Gaza and 
the expulsion of all Palestinians from the Strip, the longer-term strategists of Israeli capitalism are not 
interested in going down that path.” Of course an “expulsion of all Palestinians” has not taken place, at 
least so far, but the “strategists of Israeli capitalism” have already gone down a long and brutal path, 
and the occupation has certainly become far reaching. You can see in the On Strike broadcasts that we 
chose not to include this incorrect perspective — purposely cutting part of an interview of a leading 
comrade saying it was unlikely the war would last long. 


The EC Majority also had the idea that the antiwar protests would be short-lived. This was also 
wildly off. A few months later, they argued that protests were essentially over and unlikely to reemerge in 
a serious way. They also argued that Gaza would not be a significant factor in the presidential 
election, and persisted in this incorrect idea for months in EC discussions, despite Kshama and Calvin 
repeatedly arguing the opposite. 


Now, after a very minimal national lead and producing no Members’ Bulletins on the topic over many 
months because of these mistaken perspectives, the EC Majority is arguing that we have no time for 
debate because Gaza protests must take priority, and accuses us of being the ones to under-appreciate 
their importance. 


The EC Majority’s analysis on the Presidential election has also shown imbalances in two opposite 
directions. 


When the "uncommitted" phenomenon started, members of the EC Majority pushed back against the 
idea that it was a significant development, and this is reflected in the sole article that was published 
about it online. On the other hand, and as numerous SA members across the country pointed out, this 
article also fails to take up lesser evilism. As Marxists, we need to consistently make strong arguments 
against lesser evilism, as we have done in repeated episodes of On Strike. 


The underestimation of what the “uncommitted” phenomenon represents, and the expectation for 
antiwar protests to be short-lived misses the important point that, for the first time since 1968, such a 
movement has developed under a Democratic President. We are now faced with an explosion in 
campus protests, again raising the obvious comparison with the 1960s. Even capitalist media have been 
forced to acknowledge that these are the most important campus protests since that era. There has 
been huge repression, nearly 3,000 arrests on campuses. Columbia University brought police on 
campus to repress protestors for the first time since 1968. 


Now the potential for mass protests at the upcoming Democratic National Convention is also being 
compared to 1968, a point that has been repeatedly noted by EC Minority members. Despite this, the 
EC Majority initially argued for “a small team” at the DNC and repeatedly argued against a full 
mobilization of SA summer camp attendees to the first day of the DNC protests (both are in Chicago). 
Fortunately, they finally accepted it as an amendment from us to the recent priorities document. 


Everyone makes mistakes in perspectives. But we have an obligation not to gloss over these kinds of 
serious mistakes, especially when they constitute a clear pattern and lead to the wrong conclusions for 
the direction of our organization. 


KCVG and Labor Work 


Comrades in our section and international are proud of the work at KCVG, which has been an incredibly 
uphill fight. And certainly there has been enormous sacrifice involved in that work. 


Unfortunately, there have been serious political mistakes by comrades leading that work that the 
national membership needs to be aware of, to review, and to ensure a course correction going forward 
in this and other labor work. Efforts to clarify the nature (and source) of the mistakes so far have been 
discouraged on the basis that they threaten to distract from the ongoing work at KCVG, are unfair to the 
comrades who have done so much hard work, and are “counter to our tradition of collective leadership.” 
We disagree. 


We are sorry to report that the campaign at present is in a far weaker position than has been reported to 
the membership. This is partly due to objective conditions, but we believe also due to serious failures of 
leadership. 
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One of those serious mistakes was the initial rejection of the Teamsters’ offer, three months ago, 
to go “all-in” with the KCVG union campaign with a large commitment of staffing and resources. 


We had a very important discussion on this at the in-person NC in February, where a unanimous vote 
was taken to correct that mistake. However, at the time, the seriousness of this error was not openly 
acknowledged, and even now the EC Majority member responsible dismisses the mistaken decision as 
having been “complicated.” But with a mistake of this gravity, we need to ask how it came about in the 
first place. 


The decision to effectively rebuff the Teamsters offer was unfortunately not made by the full EC, nor the 
KCVG strategy team (aka “Resource Team”), nor the organizing committee (aka Coordinating 
Committee) of the workers employed at Amazon. Instead, it was made by a small group of comrades 
and one non-comrade worker, led by an EC Majority member, when they met with the Teamsters. 


EC Minority members first learned of the decision to reject the Teamsters offer at an EC meeting 
after-the-fact. The EC Majority member who made the decision to reject the Teamsters’ offer told the EC 
that they had done so because agreeing to the Teamsters offer would be “unprincipled,” and because 
affiliating to the UAW was the more attractive option. The very idea that finding agreement with the 
Teamster’s on their “all-in” offer was “unprincipled,” rather than an absolutely correct united-front 
approach, is deeply concerning. It also flies in the face of basic points we discussed at length when 
launching the KCVG campaign — that it would be far preferable to have a major union involved, and 
that doing it by ourselves was the worst option. It also implies that losing the union election as an 
independent union would be “more principled” than winning it as Teamsters — this is also a seriously 
flawed, ultraleft idea. 


When the EC first learned of the Teamster offer, a minority EC comrade stressed that we needed to find 
a way to come to an agreement with the Teamsters, and to do so before a union election. They argued 
the campaign was not at all on track to win an election, and only a significant influx of resources and 
confidence like what the Teamsters would bring could salvage the situation. Despite this, the EC 
Majority comrade in charge told the Teamsters we didn’t want to consider affiliating to them until after 
the election. This could have been the end of the union campaign, because the campaign was, nowhere 
near having enough cards to file for an election. There was no guarantee of getting the Teamsters to 
reconsider after we rejected their offer. It’s extremely fortunate that we were able to do that, albeit from 
a weaker position than if this huge mistake had not been made in the first place. 


Affiliating to the UAW instead of the Teamsters was never a real option. There was never any offer 
from the UAW, nor any prospect of one. As an EC minority member said repeatedly at the time, a UAW 
affiliation was “a pipe dream.” As is widely known, and as this same EC minority member also said at 
the time, the UAW's priority at present is to organize the foreign label automakers. The UAW does not 
have the capacity for, and has shown no intention of, competing at Amazon with unions like the 
Teamsters and RWDSU that already have a base in the logistics industry. 
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The profoundly incorrect idea that accepting the Teamsters would be “unprincipled” was also asserted 
to the Coordinating Committee, which has unsurprisingly led to a high degree of whiplash with the 
workers - whom we then had to convince of the vital importance of leading a campaign to affiliate with 
the Teamsters. Thankfully the affiliation process has moved forward, but the affiliation vote turnout was 
extremely weak, due to ongoing issues in the EC Majority’s leadership of the campaign, and the 
confusion created by these about-turns. Out of a facility of over 4,000 workers, only 316 votes for 
affiliation were cast, falling far short of even the very modest 500 vote target. This undermines our 
leverage with the Teamsters as well as our ability to move ahead with the strategic task of collecting 
Teamster union cards, which has been postponed by the Teamster leadership. Insufficient prioritization 
of the affiliation campaign, also against the advice of an EC Minority member, contributed to the poor 
result. This shows that the full lessons of the original mistake were not drawn out and applied, leading to 
further mistakes. 


There has been very troubling dishonesty by EC Majority members arguing that this massive mistake 
around the Teamsters, as well as other major mistakes at KCVG, were “collective” ones made by the 
whole EC. This is a distortion of democratic centralism. While our leadership certainly must strive to be 
collective, getting the politics right is crucial, both beforehand and in reviewing key decisions. It is not 
helpful to try to erase differences of positions on leading bodies to try and avoid responsibility. One of 
the documents from an IC Majority member in IMB29 correctly focuses on proving the existence 
of political disagreements on the approach to the Ukraine War among IC members, despite 
attempts by “Third position” comrades in the IC Minority to deny that any significant 
disagreements existed. Our section urgently needs to adopt the approach of fully acknowledging 
political differences among members of elected leadership bodies in order to clarify debate. 


Some recent mistakes have no doubt flowed from how extremely stretched the EC has been over a 
whole period of time, as well as the overall rapid pace of events. But there has still not been a proper 
review of the mistakes at KCVG, more than two and a half months since Kshama and Calvin’s letter was 
sent to the NC requesting this. 


Methods of Leadership at KCVG 


We have serious concerns about the way the leadership of the KCVG campaign developed from its 
beginnings in October of 2022, and the lack of political preparation for this incredibly ambitious 
campaign. We believe decisions were made to exclude comrades from leadership in part on the basis of 
unacknowledged political disagreements. This failure to involve key leading comrades with years (or 
decades) of relevant labor experience damaged the quality of the campaign. 


Shockingly, several leading comrades at KCVG actively opposed the involvement of Jonathan 
Rosenblum, an experienced labor activist who, while not being an SA member, previously worked for 
many years in our Seattle City Council office, and has highly applicable knowledge and experience with 
union organizing drives. He was instead dismissed as "part of the labor Left,” who would try to "take 
over" the campaign. This decision was not reversed until almost a year later, after the campaign hit a 
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serious impasse, at which point he was brought on board to help overcome that. But there has never 
been an explanation or acknowledgment for why he was not brought on from the outset. 


Leading comrades at KCVG also deeply exacerbated the problem by failing to politically prepare 
themselves by reading substantial Marxist or labor left material about union organizing drives, including 
Labor Notes' organizing handbook or any of Jane McAlevey’s books, to begin to compensate for their 
near total lack of experience. Again, this is a failure on the part of the EC Majority, which was 
responsible for politically preparing the campaign, and underlines our concern about an arrogant "can 
do" attitude which masked a lack of political seriousness in regards to mass work and labor work in 
general. 


This approach to constructing a political leadership team runs counter to the lessons from our election 
victories and council experience in Seattle, where we sought support from comrades from other 
sections in our international with election experience, and also involved a number of people outside of 
Socialist Alternative with relevant skills to help prepare for an area of work we knew we had limited 
experience with. We would not have won our initial 2013 election without both very serious political 
preparation and the assistance and advice of a number of the most genuine members of the Seattle 
area Left. 


Most important in leading any mass work is the establishment of politically strong leading bodies, which 
was the political foundation of our election campaign and council office work. The council office work 
was politically led by Kshama Sawant and two leadership bodies: a council office strategy team, made 
up of some of the strongest members of Seattle SA leadership, and by our Seattle Executive Committee 
itself. Hundreds of national and international comrades played an invaluable role, and made countless 
sacrifices, to come to Seattle during the election years — that effort was imperative for the election 
victories. However, it is unfortunate that our National EC (aside from Calvin and Kshama) played virtually 
no role in the political leadership of council office work, and in winning the victories that became the 
material basis on which we were able to keep getting re-elected. 


In our last two election campaigns, in 2019 and 2021, comrades who are now EC Majority members did 
play a valuable role. These comrades from outside Seattle also sacrificed enormously in having to stay 
in Seattle for very long periods. They were part of overall strong campaign strategy teams led by current 
EC Minority member, Calvin. However, it is concerning to us that Kshama’s repeated requests for EC 
discussions on the actual campaigns led by the council office, aside from the elections themselves, 
resulted in only a handful of discussions in the entire decade Kshama was in office. 


This is another example of the underlying differences in approach to mass work, and specifically how 
much to prioritize strong and ongoing political leadership for the areas of mass work where we have the 
greatest chance of making breakthroughs. 


The composition of the campaign strategy teams in 2019 and 2021, and the conscious inclusion of 
comrades who are now EC Majority members, came out of the conviction that both Kshama and Calvin 
have: we have learned through the experience of the work in Seattle that a politically strong, 
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collaborative strategy team is absolutely crucial to the success (or failure) of a given fight in the class 
struggle. 


One of the single biggest mistakes in the KCVG campaign was the failure to establish a strong 
leadership team for most of the campaign. Several comrades who are now EC Majority members 
insisted the KCVG strategy team should include only comrades who were on the ground in an ongoing 
way in Kentucky. This was a recipe for a reactive and impressionistic approach driven by immediate 
issues and on-the-ground crises. It was entirely different from what we did with the strategy teams for 
our election campaigns, when leading members maintained involvement regardless of their physical 
location. The EC members who were not included in the KCVG strategy team for this reason were also 
the ones with the most experience in leading campaigns. 


Similarly, comrades with labor union experience on the national Labor Commission were not able to 
follow or contribute to the campaign because the Commission became inactive, as did the national 
Amazon team which was set up in 2022 to oversee interventions in a number of Amazon facilities 
around the country. This team ceased to meet after May 2023. Both teams were led up by comrades 
who are now part of the EC Majority and their deprioritization was never discussed or agreed on by the 
EC or NC. 


These questions of the leadership team composition and political preparation for the most ambitious 
battle we’ve ever chosen are not secondary ones, as EC Majority members have asserted, but crucial 
ones. These foundational mistakes then laid the ground for other mistakes. 


The campaign at KCVG has had a tendency to be reactive, rather than developing the campaign in a 
forward-looking way around perspectives and analysis. This includes, difficult though this is to believe, 
never developing a written campaign plan, including to the present day, and not creating a plan to bring 
in urgently needed resources to reinforce the campaign. It meant not even developing written plans for a 
few months ahead, until recently with Jonathan Rosenblum taking on that task. 


When an EC Minority comrade first visited KCVG in May of 2023, they raised concerns about a number 
of these problems with the strategy team. They raised concerns about the lack of resources, the 
reactive and tunnel-vision approach of the campaign leadership, and also the crucial problem that only 
a very narrow section of KCVG workers were actively involved in the campaign—in other words, that 
support for our campaign in the workplace was mainly passive. This comrade was told afterward that 
their feedback was enormously helpful, but unfortunately much of it was then ignored. 


The lack of resources for KCVG flowed in part from disagreements on the EC, which was mostly not 
acknowledged openly until much later in the campaign. In the EC, we were told that more resources 
weren’t appropriate because we were overstretched as an organization, and because it would be 
“substitutionist” to increase resources. Shockingly, it was also added by an EC Convener informally 
that the campaign couldn’t win, and therefore the resources weren’t justified. In reality, at the time 
the “substitutionism” arguments were most emphasized we had only three KCVG “salts” in a facility 
with over 4,000 workers. When Jonathan Rosenblum arrived ultimately in November of last year, he was 
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stunned by this and the overall lack of prioritization of the campaign by SA leadership for such an 
incredibly uphill union drive. 


The problem with both of these arguments is that by that point, we had put ourselves in a position 
where SA's political authority was already very much on the line: with a whole section of KCVG workers, 
within our organization, and in front of the wider working class and the left. We had repeatedly called 
KCVG "the most important union campaign in the country at the present time." Certainly at the 
beginning, we could have decided we didn’t have the resources for such a campaign. But by the time 
these arguments were made, we were on the hook to carry out a serious fight. 


This point about not committing resources because of the idea that the campaign couldn’t win was 
never openly raised, but only said informally. This is part of the dysfunction on the EC over a long period 
of time. Far too much not was being raised directly, with far too many side remarks and not enough 
open debate and discussion — far too much going unsaid. 


The resources problem began to be addressed only late last year after Jonathan and an EC Minority 
comrade argued that it was absolutely necessary to make a dramatic pivot at KCVG in favor of more 
resources. This included bringing more comrades to work at KCVG (as “salts”) — something which not 
surprisingly was hard to convince comrades from around the country to do at short notice — as well as 
more fulltime resources. The lead EC Majority comrade at KCVG didn’t disagree by this point (though he 
had strongly argued against additional resources earlier in the fall), but even in November, he was 
resistant to going to battle in the EC for the decisive turn that was needed. An EC Minority member had 
also raised for a period of many months about the need for monthly weeks of action to raise funds for 
KCVG, which was finally adopted at the National Convention and implemented the following month, but 
by that point we were quite far behind on fundraising for the union drive. 


The “substitutionist” argument used against additional resources was also used later as an 
argument to dissolve the strategy team altogether, rather than make it politically stronger, leaving 
the campaign increasingly disoriented. Two EC Majority members celebrated this, repeatedly 
describing (half-humorously) one of them as the “dictator” at KCVG, with the strategy team 
eliminated, and seriously portraying that as a step forward. 


This was later corrected when EC Minority comrades raised concerns about the dissolving of the team, 
and argued at some length that this was a very bad idea. A new strategy team was convened in January 
(and dubbed the “Resource Team”). We feel this was a genuine step forward for the campaign, and 
contributed to strengthening the campaign. The team was initially made up of Elan, Calvin, Genevieve, 
Em, and Jonathan R. Em is no longer on the team. (As noted earlier, Calvin is resigning from the 
Resource Team, as well as stepping down as a fulltimer.) 


However, it was a massive mistake to delay the development of a strong strategy team to such a late 
point in the campaign, on the basis of a “substitutionism” argument that was fundamentally wrong. 
Political leadership is the main role of our revolutionary party in any fight. A strong strategy team is 
far more important than the physical presence of a given leading member. It’s good to have comrades 
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on the ground as much as possible, but it’s not the main thing—politics comes first. A low involvement 
of workers in the union drive is not going to be solved by getting rid of a strategy team or keeping the 
campaign under-resourced. These mistakes made it even harder to actively involve workers, and in fact 
increased the potential for actual substitutionism. 


We are in a period of weaknesses of the Left, proxy consciousness, and a low level of organization of 
the working class. This means that we have to bend the stick in the direction of greater involvement of 
our own forces than we would otherwise prefer, or would have been possible when our organization 
was much smaller. 


This has been made clear again and again in our work in Seattle, and it is also the negative lesson of the 
three labor union positions mentioned earlier, which never received sufficient support from our national 
leadership. The EC members (part of the EC Majority) supposed to be overseeing the elected labor 
positions failed to immediately set up strategy teams to support the elected comrades, let alone teams 
composed of those with a proven record of labor or campaigning experience, and failed to build virtually 
any concrete campaigns to provoke a battle with the bosses and expose the ideas of bureaucratic 
unionism, and to use that to build a base in the unions. Importantly, these positions were also not used 
in such a way as to involve a wider layer of SA membership, as we did in the work of the council office. 
It was essentially an approach of abstentionism in EC leadership, while the importance of the work was 
emphasized verbally. 


And following this, the EC Majority’s solution was to blame these elected comrades for the weaknesses 
and tell them not to run again. 


It should be shocking to Marxists how these positions have been treated as throwaway, as opposed to 
being recognized as extremely important avenues to build the class struggle and win over rank and file. 
It is unprincipled, in terms of our responsibility to our class, to just squander these positions. 


It is deeply unfortunate that at KCVG, relevant lessons seem not to have been applied either from our 
successful work in the Seattle city council office nor from the effective squandering of the elected labor 
positions. 


All of these points relate directly to the question of the application of the dual task. 


None of this is to say that we have somehow been right at each stage. Of course, we have not 
been, and we have made our own mistakes. What we are saying is that some of these mistakes by 
the EC Majority could have been avoided if a more open discussion had taken place without a defensive 
attitude which has effectively cut off much needed debate. 


There is now a new proposal for the Labor Commission which is being imposed by the EC Majority in a 
top-down fashion. We think that the proposal is overall unwieldy, involves too many teams and too 
many comrades, and has been structured to avoid political debate over unacknowledged differences. 
This is particularly in terms of questions about our approach towards the reform elements in the labor 
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bureaucracy and the need for opposition caucuses to be built politically and around clear and bold 
demands. It represents a turning inward, rather than focusing more of those resources on 
outward-facing labor work, including with Workers Strike Back. 


As stated above, comrades with elected positions in their unions have been greatly deprioritized over a 
long period, which we think also reflects a difference over the dual task. Elected labor comrades did not 
have strategy teams organized around them for a period of many years, and did not receive the support 
they needed. These elected comrades who were provided very little political support were then blamed 
for the weaknesses in those areas of work and told not to run again for their positions. When one of 
these comrades pushed back against this instruction on the basis that there were significant 
opportunities to use the position going forward, the EC Majority rammed through a decision, overrode 
an EC Minority member’s opposition and doubled down on the decision that the comrade should not 
run for president of her union on the basis of their being “insufficient resources.” We disagree with this 
decision. And while clearly questions about resources are very important, we are very concerned with 
this ongoing dishonest approach of using “resource” arguments instead of openly raising political 
differences. 


Workers Strike Back 


One of the biggest political differences on the EC has been over Workers Strike Back. 


There was agreement at the December 2022 NC about WSB being the pivot out of our council office 
work. This was announced to a mass audience with the January 2023 op-ed and press conference 
saying that Kshama would not seek re-election in Seattle in order to build labor and social movements 
on a national scale via WSB and On Strike. There was agreement that the larger branches would do 
WSB launch events and announce subsequent events out of that. 

We told working people, and everyone who supported Kshama and agreed with our demands, to join us 
in building this new organization, donate, and get involved. 


However, for working people in the vast majority of cities where Workers Strike Back was launched, 
there was and still is no actual way to get involved, no ongoing meetings to attend, no regular public 
activities. 


Out of those launch events, initially only Seattle had ongoing meetings. Later last year, in the fall, 
Cincinnati launched regular WSB meetings, and this year Pittsburgh has as well. In Madison, there has 
been important ongoing WSB work with the grad students’ union, and the Milwaukee branch has also 
done politically strong work using WSB to recruit at the public university there. 


It must be acknowledged that the branch leaderships in the above-mentioned branches have shown a 
clear understanding and dynamism despite the positions taken by the EC Majority about the potential 
for WSB. In most other areas, there is no consistent ongoing work with the banner due to the 
downplaying of the banner by the EC Majority. There have been a number of excellent interventions in 
different areas, including individual public meetings, but they have not been built on in an ongoing way. 
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We do not believe this constitutes an actual testing out of the objective space for a national labor 
banner, nor following through on our commitment to working people. 


We want to be 100 percent clear that, in our view, none of this is the fault of the branches, local 
leadership, or of comrades around the country. The responsibility lies with the EC and the lack of 
political leadership given to branches. This lack of leadership included contradictory messages about 
how to implement WSB. The EC Majority has responded to our attempts to raise disagreements over 
how WSB is being implemented by accusing us of saying that branches outside of Seattle aren't trying 
or don't know what they’re doing. We reject this dishonest and depoliticized response to important 
political questions. 


Thousands of working people have donated more than a third of a million dollars to WSB to build a 
“national movement.” In reality, that “national movement,” is being reduced to a textbook definition of an 
unaccountable left front group by the proposals just rammed through the National Committee over our 
very strong objections. Workers Strike Back is not in fact the sole property of SA but also of its 4,000+ 
working-class donors and 280 members. This undermining of WSB after an undemocratic refusal to 
carry out the steps we all voted on at the National Convention last fall (including establishing regular 
public meetings) is both a political mistake and a broken promise to the working class, which is 
fundamentally unprincipled. 


It’s understandable that there were disagreements on the EC over how to approach the WSB work, as 
well as in the NC and wider leadership, given the challenges of launching a new banner. The document 
on WSB that was agreed by the NC was contradictory and reflected a compromise agreement that was 
ultimately insufficient in the context of the extremely positive response we got to the launch of WSB. 


What is neither understandable nor acceptable is that it took many months before these disagreements 
were acknowledged on the EC. This left Emily and others who were tasked with carrying out the WSB 
work nationally frustrated at the evident, but unacknowledged, disagreement, and the resulting near 
impossibility of achieving the objectives that had been set out. The EC's lack of communication with the 
WSB strategy team was extreme, such that the two conveners of the WSB Strategy team, were not even 
consulted before the centerfold of the April issue of our paper declared that WSB's primary 
campaigning edge is the 2028 general strike previously called for by UAW leader Shawn Fain (renamed 
the "mass strike" in our paper). 


Unfortunately, as a result of these serious disagreements in the leadership, there are still not consistent, 
ongoing WSB public meetings, or other ongoing activities which WSB members can participate in 
outside of Seattle and Cincinnati. The very successful Weeks of Action represented broader, nationally 
coordinated use of the banner, and we think there needs to be much more of that. But they were not 
aimed at building WSB itself, rather at fundraising for KCVG, and as such were never the best vehicles 
for involving new WSB members. But now the EC Majority, and unfortunately also the majority of the 
NC, have decided to essentially eliminate even these, going forward. 
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Since we launched WSB early last year, we have heard from many people who donated and wanted to 
find a way to get active in WSB, and in almost all the areas where we have branches. Unfortunately, the 
vast majority of the time there has simply been nothing to point them towards. We understand that 
some people have emailed the local area contact emails and have simply not received any response. 


When comrades such as Emily and Kailyn have brought up concerns about the loss of momentum and 
lack of followup on the WSB agreed-upon initiatives, including in NC meetings, responses by EC 
majority members have been extremely sharp and accusatory, leading to ongoing frustration and an 
undermining of working relations. The EC comrades who have made some of the sharpest responses 
have not, to our knowledge, even reached out to Emily and Kailyn to discuss with them. 


As we noted earlier, we believe that the differences on WSB reflect deeper disagreements on the dual 
task and also on perspectives for the current period. EC Majority comrades have insisted on the 
concept of a “lull” and that a key difference between the 2010s and 2020s is that there are now 
significantly fewer openings for our organization and a backwards movement (“snap back”) of 
consciousness. We disagree. 


As we Said in the U.S. Perspectives discussions at both the National Convention and recent NC, in our 
view, the period is more accurately characterized as a temporary period of some elements of 
demoralization within social movements, rooted in the defeat of BLM and Roe and a lack of clear 
leadership. Despite this, the perspective of EC Minority comrades was that while social movements 
would see ebbs as each succeeding wave is prepared by events, explosive struggles would in turn be 
forced, also by events, to reemerge in the near future. We argued this would likely include the Gaza 
protests, alongside what we saw as clearly historic developments in the labor movement. On both 
points, events have since proven our perspectives. 


The overall emphasis by the EC Majority and their Priorities resolution passed by a majority of the NC, is 
on the idea of “stabilizing the organization,” and turning away from the outward-facing orientation that 
WSB represents. We believe the Priorities document substantially de-emphasizes both WSB and On 
Strike, after WSB has already been unacceptably deprioritized nationally since its launch. We do not 
agree that this will stabilize the organization. On the contrary, it represents a retreat. We feel this 
inward-focused orientation is a serious mistake, especially at a moment when both the class struggle 
and social struggles are seeing historic developments. 


Most recently, the EC Majority have couched their attacks on WSB as necessary to focus on the 
campus protests. As stated above, we fully agree that the campus protests should be the immediate 
priority at present, but we think WSB can and should be used alongside SA, and that this would 
strengthen those interventions. 


Last year saw the largest number of strikes since 1986, as we mentioned, and now the UAW victory at 
Chattanooga represents a clear continuation of last year’s breakthrough in the class struggle. This 
month, there will be another auto unionization vote at Mercedes-Benz in Alabama and another auto 
facility is expected to file in Alabama soon as well. 
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There is clearly a massive objective opening for a banner like Workers Strike Back, and we are ina 
position to orient toward the best young workers looking to these major developments, and who have 
drawn conclusions about the crucial importance of working-class power. 


In Seattle and Wisconsin, we have found a powerful echo for our points about the crucial need to 
connect campus protests with campus unions, and that working-class power is what’s needed to end 
the war. This point is also emphasized in our most recent episode of On Strike. 


At exactly this moment, with a huge interest in the labor movement among young people, the EC 
Majority is now making an IMT-inspired proposal to shift toward a “more revolutionary presentation.” 


This ultra-left turn has taken some strange forms, for example the Chicago Executive Committee's 
recent draft Perspectives and Tasks proposal opined that: 


"Consciousness is weighed down by the failures of recent movements, and may stay that way for an 
extended period. In such a context, the role of Marxists is not to out-organize the objective situation." 
This last sentence is an obvious rejection of WSB and seemingly the dual task itself. 


This document, which was co-authored by a fulltime member of the National Party Building Team 
(NPBT) and reviewed by a member of the EC Majority, also called for a more openly “revolutionary” 
rhetoric, again holding up the example of the IMT. Fortunately, this draft document was soundly 
defeated by the membership at the Chicago City Convention, voting instead for a significantly amended 
document from Steve Edwards, which, among other things, calls for a greater emphasis on Workers 
Strike Back. 


What is needed in SA is a conscious balance and regular adjustment between the two sides of the dual 
task, and a consistent approach to using outward-facing work to build the revolutionary organization. It 
would be a major step backward for our organization to either turn inward or take an ultra-left turn at 
this point in time. 


This difference in perspectives here is important, because the “profound lull” perspective is what has 
been used for months to call into question whether we could put significant resources into WSB or 
KCVG. Now, since the NC meeting on May 5th, the EC Majority is emphasizing the campus protests — 
despite the fact that the end of the Spring semester is approaching — as the reason we need to 
deemphasize WSB going forward. 


The arguments keep changing, but the position of the EC Majority unfortunately seems clear to us — 
they don’t agree that building WSB is a priority, and haven’t, since the launch of the banner, contrary to 
what we publicly pledged when announcing Kshama would not seek re-election. They prefer to focus 
instead overwhelmingly on basic branch consolidation. 
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The results from the areas that have prioritized WSB public meetings and the results of the Weeks of 
Action clearly show that public-facing WSB work is an effective way to building our organization, raise 
money, and help combat demoralization both within our organization and in those sections of the class 
that are within our reach. In Seattle, WSB was the single biggest source of recruitment in 2023. WSB 
has also served as an excellent tool to politically develop our members. Deprioritizing WSB on the 
National PBT on the basis of the “lull,” “resources,” and “low morale,” in our view, means giving a lack of 
direction from our national leadership at time when a lead and direction is very much needed. For all of 
2023, there were no regular discussions about the WSB work on the national PBT to give assistance to 
the branches for how to build WSB. We think this was a massive mistake. 


As we have noted, we do not believe the fault lies with the branches or Branch Committees, or that 
individual comrades “are not doing enough,” as our arguments have been frequently mischaracterized. 
The problem lies with the lack of follow through from the EC and the National Party Building Team 
Conveners. 


Likewise, despite its success and potential as an editorial tool for our members to energetically take up 
in our interventions into labor and social struggles, there have been no political discussions on the On 
Strike broadcast on any national leading bodies, including the NC, since it has launched. Our interview 
with Shawn Fain stands out as an example of political work that could not have been accomplished in 
any other way. Despite this, the EC Majority raised a proposal to the May 5th NC to cut the 
episode frequency in half, which would seriously undermine the momentum and ability to 
continue building a broader audience, on the basis of needing more resources. We are shocked that a 
publication of the organization could be proposed for these sorts of cuts without political discussion on 
its utility beforehand. On Strike is currently less than one year old. Based on our perspectives and 
understanding of the current period, it seems like a crucial publication for us to continue to develop, not 
undermine. In our view, in the current favorable objective situation, the focus should be growth, not 
cutbacks. 


Atmosphere and Methods of Debate 


As we have explained, there has been an ongoing failure to bring the differences that clearly exist in the 
form of frank political debates on the EC, followed by open debates on the NC. 


Instead, there has too often been a shadow-boxing approach. This has been evident during NC 
meetings, as in the WSB example above. This indirect way of avoiding debate has been an issue on the 
EC for a number of years. 


Our experience has been that there is a cliquishness and even semi-factional atmosphere on the EC, 
which has led to ongoing problems with working relations and now to a breakdown in those relations. 
We don’t think these issues can be adequately explained on the basis of personality conflicts, but 
reflect a bad approach of hiding or passive aggressively dealing with real political disagreements, rather 
than debating them out. 
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While this unhealthy atmosphere has been apparent for years, and Kshama and Calvin have raised it 
repeatedly, no concrete ideas have been proposed by the Conveners of the body to address the 
situation, beginning with not fully acknowledging the problems in the first place. 


Political differences have simply been swept under the rug for years. Those differences include aspects 
of the approach to the council office work and the work in Seattle generally, which once again relate to 
the dual task. 


Unfortunately, now that Kshama and Calvin have raised the issues to the NC, the EC Majority has taken 
no responsibility, made no effort to repair relations. Rather than responding to their political concerns 
and critiques, they have instead resorted to character attacks against them as we saw at the March NC 
and the May 5th NC, including the shocking and baseless allegation that Kshama and Calvin do not 
develop younger members. 


Lessons From the Council Office Work 


The failure to properly utilize the lessons from council office work, which we have highlighted earlier in 
this letter, stem from a years-long approach on the EC of mostly not including the City Council office 
work in EC political discussions. 


Among the handful of discussions on Seattle work that the EC did have, significant differences were 
evident. Most of the EC sharply argued against re-launching the Tax Amazon campaign in 2020, in the 
wake of our 2019 re-election victory. Fortunately, agreement on the body was eventually reached, but 
the arguments made against launching the campaign pointed to deeper political differences. The 
campaign was an opportunity in the context of us having huge momentum to potentially win what we 
saw as our second biggest victory (after $15/hour), and in which liberal forces were already 
maneuvering to misuse that momentum in their own way, with their wrong methods, and in cooperation 
with the Democrats. One argument made on the EC was that we didn’t have the resources (an argument 
used often by EC Majority members against things they oppose), even though the main commitment of 
resources was from Seattle, where the resources did exist. Another was that we could let other (liberal) 
forces take the lead, an approach which we are convinced from prior experience would have been a 
disaster. In fact, this was precisely one of the reasons why the original Amazon Tax was repealed only 
weeks after it was won in 2018. 


This disagreement over the Amazon Tax struggle seems consistent with the main message we received 
about the council office work from many EC members — that we should do /ess with the council office. 
The Seattle leadership had, in fact, always had a conscious approach to choosing our battles and there 
were many fights we chose not to take up when we felt we had other priorities, or when we didn’t 
believe we could mobilize in such a way as to mount a credible fight. But we still don’t understand why 
the Tax Amazon campaign faced major EC opposition initially, with very favorable grounds for it prior to 
the arrival of COVID-19. 
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We feel this is one of many examples of a pattern of underestimating the importance of one side of the 
dual task. 


Had we not taken on and won the Amazon Tax, we think it’s almost certain we would not have won 
against the 2021 recall effort. It's noteworthy that during the May 5th NC meeting, members of the EC 
Majority responded to the charge that they did not do enough to politically support our council office 
work by pointing to the weeks and months they had spent on re-election campaigns. This support was 
important, as we say above, but they entirely miss the point that these election campaigns would have 
been lost without the solid record of victories and principled fights won alongside working-class people 
in Seattle while we were in office. The fact that this needs to be explained is in itself concerning because 
it suggests a reductive, electoral view of our council office work and of elected positions generally. This 
was a weakness of the old CWI which we thought we had overcome with our example in Seattle, but it 
seems this lesson has not been understood by a majority of the present EC. 


Fulltimer crisis 


Over the past year, our national section has experienced a loss of valuable fulltimers, is facing the 
impending loss of others, and is having great difficulty in bringing on new fulltimers. 


One reason for this crisis is the enormous political pressures fulltimers are under in a very difficult 
period. Much of this is unavoidable, but some things can be addressed quite simply, by giving long 
overdue raises, fulltime employee status, and providing healthcare. It was shocking to us that in the 
entire discussion about resources at the May 5th NC, not one single piece of hard information was 
offered about the financial situation of our national organization, though we happen to know we have 
over a million dollars in reserves. If that million dollars isn't enough, not one single proposal was made 
for raising more money, and on the contrary, the role of fundraising through street tables was actively 
downplayed. 


We currently pay our fulltimers $33,000 a year despite the fact that this is far from a living wage in any 
major city, and most of our fulltimers live in cities with very high costs of living. Alongside this, all our 
fulltimers are paid as temporary employees over periods of many years, over a decade in some cases, 
which means they are forced to pay the employer portion of Social Security or else it is not paid. 
Fulltimers have no benefits at all and outrageously, are forced to pay for their own healthcare out 
of these extremely meager salaries, or worse yet, go without any. Healthcare stipends have been 
granted to a few individual fulltimers on the basis of need, but there is no clear framework for what 
constitutes sufficient need, and very few fulltimers ever request or receive it. These conditions are 
unacceptable. If our fulltimers were employees of any other political organization, we would be calling 
this out as exploitation. 


Both low fulltimer pay and temporary status have been the subject of multiple EC-level disagreements, 
but the EC Conveners and treasurer (all now members of the EC Majority) were adamant about 
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continuing these unacceptably low levels of pay all last year despite our national organization having 
over a million dollars in reserves. 


Kshama and Calvin feel it was a big mistake on their own part to not bring their concerns about fulltimer 
pay and other issues sooner to the NC and wider membership. Overall, they believe the biggest mistake 
they have made in general over the past period has been allowing dysfunction and mistakes to be kept 
inside the EC. 


They did this mainly because they felt it was necessary to maintain some level of peace on the EC in the 
context of the demanding work of the council office, high stakes campaigns, and multiple polarized 
international debates. However, Kshama and Calvin nonetheless apologize to the membership for failing 
to bring forward these broad and serious issues now under debate. 


Unacceptably low fulltimer pay has already had real consequences on the size and experience level of 
our fulltimer team, and is being combined with insufficient political support for newer fulltimers. We feel 
the membership will need to intervene on this question, since it has been delayed and delayed from 
being addressed on the EC, and now over two and half months since Kshama and Calvin sent their 
letter, there is still no proposal to address these issues, just another pledge to come up with one. Yet in 
the one formal discussion so far on fulltimer pay in the EC, a statement that it would be “completely 
irresponsible” to raise fulltimer pay substantially on the basis of the finance team’s projected budget 
was paired with contradictory statements supporting raising fulltimer wages, but with no clear proposal 
or explanation. 


Calvin argued repeatedly with the EC Conveners and treasurer last year about the financial issues of 
fulltimers and the general wage of fulltimers being too low, as well as putting forward various proposals 
to address that. He argued that at the bare minimum, fulltimers should not be paid less than the 
minimum wage; and that fulltimers should not be paid as temporary employees on a long-term basis. 
Beyond that, he argued that the real financial needs of each fulltimer, including parental expenses, 
should be addressed. As a result of these efforts, a child stipend of $500/month was agreed to late last 
year. It should be noted that in most major cities, the monthly cost of daycare alone is above 
$1,000/month. 


We don’t know the condition of many of the fulltimers nationally, but we have heard (sometimes 
secondhand) that finances are a serious problem for many of them. 


We will restrict ourselves to mainly speaking about the experiences of comrades who have signed this 
letter. 


Adam, longtime National Committee member and leading comrade in our council office, is also fluent in 
Spanish. Before working in the Seattle Council Office, Adam built a section in Bolivia. He has been 
involved in ongoing discussions with the Mexican section. He was let go as a fulltimer at the end of the 
council office term with no discussion on the EC about the pros and cons, and barely any 
acknowledgement of the loss, especially for such a talented and experienced comrade. Adam had 
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expressed willingness to continue helping with ISA’s work in Latin America, where his help could be of 
enormous use, but this was not considered, we believe, because Adam’s financial needs are greater 
than most fulltimers due to having a family. This is especially confusing given the EC Majority’s stated 
commitment to rebuilding the international. 


Emily, another longtime National Committee member, campaign manager for the Kshama Solidarity 
Campaign in 2021, and lead National Grievance Officer for several years, was relentlessly and 
personally attacked by the ISA minority during the past two years as the Safeguarding case was 
dominating discussions in the International. Emily is an experienced, talented, and self-sacrificing 
fulltimer who was in an extremely tenuous situation for a long period of time, and had been considering 
whether she could continue as a fulltimer for multiple reasons including financial ones. At this stage, as 
noted at the beginning of this letter, she has found the methods of the EC Majority in this debate 
completely unacceptable, and is resigning as a fulltimer after 7 years. 


Kailyn, another longtime National Committee member and talented fulltimer who has done absolutely 
crucial party building work both nationally and in Seattle, has also been under serious financial strain. 
Kailyn is a mother of two, and she appealed for a pay level that amounted to well under half of the 
median wage of a parent in Seattle, and only 20 percent above the minimum wage. Her reasonable 
request was rejected and then met with an offer to take a loan out from the organization. She was 
already in debt, and now is considerably more so, from being paid far less than the Seattle minimum 
wage for nearly a decade. As noted, Kailyn is also now resigning as a fulltimer. 


Lastly, Kshama and Calvin made clear earlier this year they were unable to continue as fulltimers on the 
current SA wage. Calvin is now resigning from fulltimer work, both for financial reasons and because of 
the unacceptable approach of the EC Majority. 


We believe that these and the many other fulltimers who have resigned or gone on leave during the past 
year represent an enormous loss to the collective memory, accumulated skills, and political strength of 
our organization. 


Kshama worked fulltime for no pay on the 2013 election campaign. This was critical, among other 
factors, for us winning the election, as close as it was. She did this because Calvin had a reasonably 
well-paying tech job at the time, and they did not want to burden the organization with the cost. When 
Kshama and Calvin both became fulltime after the council office victory, the approach at that time was 
to discuss with each fulltimer what they would need as minimum compensation. Calvin took a $40,000+ 
pay cut relative to his tech job salary at the time. In the last few years, they requested an increase, 
because of difficulties in keeping up with basic expenses, inflation, large dental expenses, and 
accumulation of debt. Their salaries, to be clear, averaged out to less than the Seattle minimum wage. 


Kshama and Calvin were told on December 30th of this last year that they would need to take a major 
pay cut if they wanted to continue as fulltimers. This was done via a WhatsApp message by an EC 
Convener with not even a question as to whether this would be financially viable for them, and with no 
discussion at all. For over a week following that, there was no discussion despite their 
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clearly-communicated alarm at receiving this message. The move for Kshama out of the council office 
already meant a modest pay cut and the loss of benefits, which Kshama and Calvin were prepared to 
accept because of their commitment to the work. 


Kshama and Calvin sent a letter to the EC Conveners explaining that they might have no choice but to 
leave fulltime work as a result of this unexpected, proposed dramatic pay cut. 


After several weeks of stressful limbo, in Kshama and Calvin's discussion with the EC Conveners and a 
member of the international leadership about this, there was an offer made that they could continue on 
an interim basis on their current salaries, but without any longer-term guarantees and likely without the 
low pay of other fulltimers being addressed. This offer of “special treatment,” while the overall crisis of 
fulltimer pay remains unaddressed, is unacceptable in Kshama and Calvin’s view, as is the cavalier 
approach taken by the EC Conveners to their and other fulltimers’ justifiable anxiety about their financial 
situations. 


SA fulltimers need real raises, as the current wages are simply not sustainable. 


Some fulltimers who are considering not continuing are not only stressed by the financial questions, but 
also demoralized by how all of this has been handled by EC Conveners, the lack of urgency shown, and 
what can only be described as lectures about revolutionary sacrifice — and this to some of the fulltimers 
who have already sacrificed enormously over many years. 


Kshama and Calvin wrote in February in the hope that the fulltimer wage situation could be addressed, 
and that other longstanding problems would be taken up by the NC. That is not what has happened. 


We feel that, for starters, no one should be paid less than the minimum wage. If we take this low bar as 
a standard, it would mean that for us to have one pay level nationally, fulltimers would be paid 
approximately $41,000 — the current Seattle minimum wage. EC Conveners and the Treasurer have 
raised that this would be too damaging to the party's finances. If that is a real issue, then cost-of-living 
differences and individual circumstances could be incorporated into a rational and fair pay system that 
still ensures no one is being paid less than the minimum wage or otherwise denied what they need on 
the basis of “revolutionary sacrifice.” We don’t believe that is true, however. And regardless, every 
concrete proposal made to address low fulltimer wages was rejected all last year. 


In our view, the inability to hire and retain committed and highly capable fulltimers because of low pay is 
significantly more damaging to the organization than being in a position to hire somewhat fewer new 
fulltimers in the future. We have more than enough in reserves to make that transition without any 
fulltimers being laid off. In fact, we have the largest reserves the organization has ever had, by far. Given 
the number of fulltimers who have left in recent months, including now the signers of this letter, the 
financial transition should be that much easier. Furthermore, we think the national leadership needs to 
take more of a dynamic approach to fundraising. 
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We also very strongly believe that no SA fulltimer should remain a temporary employee for more than a 
temporary period, like that of a campaign. Long-term fulltimers should be made permanent employees. 


Obviously, exceptions on wages and temporary employee status can be made for fulltimers in 
short-term campaigns, as they already have been in past election campaigns. 


If the EC Majority doesn’t believe that we can address this situation now, when we are probably in the 
strongest financial situation ever in our section and when multiple fulltimers have informed them that 
they are on the brink of quitting, then it’s hard to imagine that they would ever be prepared to address it. 


Based on the discussions several of the signers of this letter have had with EC majority members about 
questions of pay, we feel the issue has not been approached from a materialist standpoint of what’s 
needed in order to ensure the politically necessary resources are at the organization’s disposal. Instead 
this is being posed as a sort of moralistic test of frugality of who can live on the least, in a way that is 
completely inhumane to comrades. 


Despite Kshama having asked many times since at least November of last year, EC Conveners did not 
bring any proposals to her for new roles after her council term was over. On May 3rd, they informed her 
that it would not be appropriate for her to be editor of the paper because of the political differences, 
which they had up to that point denied existed. They told her that they were proposing no editor for the 
paper at all in the upcoming months. Instead they offered Kshama the “co-editorship” of the journal, a 
project that’s been effectively abandoned over the past period. We also ask, what does this 
“co-editorship” look like, and also if political disagreements disqualify Kshama from editing the paper, 
why doesn’t the same apply to the journal? 


At the same time, their proposal for the newspaper is astonishing: they propose NO editor at all. EC 
Majority members even tried to downplay the importance of that role as largely a “logistical” task. It’s 
hard to not see this proposal as a means to avoid offering the role to the most qualified person, Kshama 
Sawant. 


In the two and a half months since Kshama and Calvin sent their letter, only one EC member has 
reached out to Kshama to discuss her concerns. That only happened in the last two weeks. Throughout 
this process, EC Majority comrades have taken a reckless approach to this debate, despite what is so 
obviously at stake, and have made no effort to restore relations. It pains us to also note that very few 
NC comrades have reached out to either Kshama or Calvin about their letter, or to Emily and Kailyn 
about theirs, and we fear this points at wider issues in the national leadership. 


It's difficult to escape the conclusion that with the constant escalations of the EC Majority, that 


they are attempting to drive Kshama Sawant, and other Seattle fulltimers, out of their roles and 
even out of the organization. At the very least, they have done nothing to prevent it. 
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We would’ve preferred not to have to raise all these things, but it is quite difficult to see a way forward 
that does not include the involvement of the wider membership, with the crisis in our section taking a 
greater and greater toll. 


As a next step, we believe regional debates need to be organized on the issues we and others are 
raising. We hope those can be organized soon, rather than the EC Majority continuing to hold back 
debates on crucial issues from the membership. 


As the debate continues, we want to make it clear that we completely reject the attacks on WSB and On 
Strike and will have no part in them. We have a responsibility to WSB members, donors, and the wider 
working class. We will not break the promises made to working-class people when we launched these 
very important initiatives to carry forward the groundbreaking work our revolutionary party has achieved 
in recent years. 


There is nothing the working class needs more than a strong and healthy revolutionary party. We hope 
that the current crisis can be taken seriously by all comrades, and the issues urgently addressed. 


Our goal of socialist revolution will not be possible without a party hardened both in theory and in the 
class struggle, whether on a small scale or large one. Revolutions themselves are an act of class 
struggle, of mass work. In fact, they are the apex of it. They cannot be prepared for without developing 
real experience and audacity in leading the working class in the openings for struggle that arise. 


As Trotsky noted at the time of the founding of the Fourth International: “We are not a party as other 
parties. Our ambition is not only to have more members, more papers, more money in the treasury, 
more deputies. All that is necessary, but only as a means. Our aim is the full material and spiritual 
liberation of the toilers and exploited through the socialist revolution. Nobody will prepare it and nobody 
will guide it but ourselves.” 


In solidarity, 
Kshama Sawant 
Calvin Priest 
Kailyn Nicholson 
Adam Ziemkowski 
Emily McArthur 
Logan Swan 
Steve Edwards 
Joe Sugrue 
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